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ENTREPRENEURIAL BRICOLAGE AND FIRM PERFORMANCE: THE 
MODERATING EFFECTS OF FIRM CHANGE AND INNOVATIVENESS 
 
 
 
 
ABSTRACT 
The behavioral theory of “entrepreneurial bricolage” attempts to understand what 
entrepreneurs do when faced with resource constraints. Prior research suggests that bricolage 
behaviors enable firms to “make do” through recombining existing resources and may assist 
in the development of firms that are better able to manage market uncertainties, survive and 
perhaps even flourish despite resource constraints. Using a new survey measure we further 
theorize and test the moderating effects of firm strategic change and innovativeness on 
bricolage and firm performance. Our findings suggest that changes in core elements of the 
business and degree of innovation reduce the positive effects of bricolage in young firm 
performance. 
 
Keywords:  Bricolage, Venture Performance,  Innovation. 
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  Most entrepreneurs face substantial resource constraints (Shepherd et al., 2000). As 
Aldrich (1999:41) noted ruefully, most firms in development… “can’t always get what they 
want, and certainly don’t always get what they need.” The modal firm is created with limited 
financial, social, temporal and other resource buffers (Wiklund, Baker & Shepherd, 2009; 
Bruderl, Prisendorfer & Ziegler, 1992; Bourgeois & Eisenhardt, 1988). Bricolage behaviors 
have been identified as a way that some entrepreneurs “make do” by applying combinations 
of the resources at hand to new challenges (Baker & Nelson 2005).  
The behavioral theory of entrepreneurial bricolage attempts to explain patterns 
through which resource constrained entrepreneurs sometimes “make do” through 
recombining the resources at hand. Research has shown that while bricolage may sometimes 
reach “brilliant unforeseen” results (Levi-Strauss, 1967), it can also lead to poor performance 
and stagnation (Baker & Nelson, 2005; Hatton, 1989). Prior work suggests that too heavy 
reliance on bricolage across too many areas of firms’ activities can interfere with the firms’ 
ability to focus on a primary opportunity and execute well, but has not specified or tested 
particular behaviors that might undermine the benefits of bricolage.  
In this paper, we build on prior work to theorize that bricolage generates direct 
positive effects primarily through helping firms overcome resource constraints, but that these 
positive effects are strongest when bricolage is used in a disciplined way to support relatively 
stable goals and established ways of doing business. Performance benefits are generated 
when the often messy, trial-and-error and sometimes improvisational patterns of bricolage are 
balanced against stability and use of established approaches in other aspects of the business.   
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In particular, we develop and test hypotheses that either two types of activities – 
making repeated changes in firms core activities (products, target customers, marketing, 
production), or attempting high levels of novelty and innovation, will detract from the 
positive effects of bricolage on performance.   
We test and find support for our hypotheses using data  from the Comprehensive 
Australian Study of Entrepreneurial Emergence (CAUSEE) project (Davidsson, Steffens, 
Gordon, & Reynolds, 2008), including 561 young firms. In our tests, we make use of the new 
Baker-Davidsson survey measure of bricolage behavior. Our work contributes to the 
emerging behavioral theory of bricolage by showing that the positive effects of bricolage 
extend beyond the penurious environments that have formed the settings for most prior 
empirical work and also by beginning to clarify the conditions under which bricolage may 
undermine performance.  
 
RESOURCE CREATION, CONSERVATION AND DEPLOYMENT 
 
Much entrepreneurial behaviour – and much of the research literature in 
entrepreneurship – is about “resource seeking” behaviours, that is, it deals with firms 
attempting to generate ostensibly adequate resources to pursue an opportunity (Aldrich 1999; 
Brush, Greene & Hart, 2001;Miles & Snow 1984; Bhidé & Stevenson, 1999). In contrast, 
bricolage (Levi-Strauss, 1967) is largely about pursuing opportunities by finding ways to 
make the combination of resources already at hand do an adequate job of supporting firm 
activities.  Baker and Nelson’s (2005) defined bricolage as making do by applying 
combinations of the resources at hand to new challenges.  
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Building on Penrose’s (1959) insight that firms possessing very similar resources may 
imagine and extract different  services from these resources (Penrose,1959), they suggested 
that firms that engage in bricolage may be able to find ways to make do without the need to 
purchase expensive resources that otherwise similar firms would need to acquire before 
moving forward.  This process of making do then allows firms to pursue opportunities that 
would otherwise be out of reach.  
Empirical studies show that firms which engage in bricolage pursue opportunities that 
other firms treat as beyond what they can pursue, given resource limitations. For example, 
Garud and Karnoe (2003) showed how a largely unplanned and underfunded process of 
bricolage, making use of resources discarded by others as useless, allowed the development 
of competitively successful new wind turbine products.  These firms did this while competing 
against resource rich firms who were tied to a model of engineering the perfect breakthrough 
product and depending on having just the right resources and tools for each task in the 
process. Various studies have shown entrepreneurs’ similar reliance on recombining existing 
resources during post-Soviet transitions in Eastern Europe (Stark, 1996; Smallbone & Welter, 
2001).  
Bricolage helps firms to see existing resources in a different light in terms of uses and 
combinations that had previously not considered applicable, or relevant.  This creates relative 
advantages for bricoleurs over firms that exhibit resource seeking behaviours when facing 
these same resource constraints. Research indicates resource acquisition is often a challenge 
as young firms often lack the legitimacy (Stinchcombe 1965), skills or necessary finances to 
purchase the additional resources (Brush, Carter, Gatewood, Greene & Hart 2006).  
  
AOM Submission 14444 
5 
 
Bricoleurs, on the other hand, do not wait for the “right” resources, and through a 
hands-on approach, bend the rules of what resources “should” versus “could” be used for.  It 
involves experimenting tinkering, reframing, repacking and recombining of existing 
resources in ways that they were not originally designed for and generates what can be 
considered acts of “creative reinvention” (Rice & Rogers, 1980). Overall, firms engaged in 
bricolage are therefore more likely to find ways to make do with their existing resources in at 
least some activities. If they do this in a sensible manner, it allows them to conserve resources 
in activities they deem less important to competitive success and to deploy higher 
concentrations of resources in areas they believe to be more strategically important in their 
industry. This pattern of resource creation, conservation and redeployment generates 
relatively higher levels of resources in the activities that matter for firm performance, relative 
to otherwise similar firms engaging in higher levels of resource seeking. 
For resource constrained young firms, bricolage may be a useful way to continue to 
grow when the only other choice is to pursue unlikely resource investments or to do nothing. 
Therefore, we hypothesize that:  
 
H1: Bricolage has a positive effect on performance in young firms. 
 
 
  
AOM Submission 14444 
6 
 
STRATEGIC CHANGE AND INNOVATION 
 
Through recombining existing resources, bricoleurs may find and create new 
opportunities to target and to extend resource uses.   Bricolage may be used to create 
inexpensive “forward looking probes” (Brown & Eisenhardt, 1997) in exploring what could 
be done to further fuel firm growth. One positive result of this experimentation and learning 
is an increased understanding of the particular resources (Levi-Strauss 1967) and their 
efficacy in applying it with others to the task at hand (Baker, Miner & Easley 2003).   Firm 
changes in this instance may enable a more sophisticated understanding of the value and 
limitations of the existing resources and their potential to be combined, further shaping 
potential resource creation outcomes.   
However, because bricolage may open up inexpensive avenues to explore new 
opportunities, it may also lead to a lack of focus as bricoleurs flit from one opportunity to the 
next, testing what is possible and developing inexpensive new resource combinations to 
support initial attempts at exploitation.  Resource combinations frequently shift and change as 
bricoleurs tinker and experiment (Lanzara 1999). Constant tinkering and experimentation 
may result in a tremendous waste of financial and human resources (Ciborra 2002; March 
1991; March & Simon 1958) which young firms that are already dealing with tight resource 
constraints, can ill afford.  
Too much exploration and too much chasing opportunities without focused exploitation may 
create confusion in the firm over resources selection, choice and combinations (Ireland & 
Webb 2007). This may result in both increased costs (Gallo and Gardiner 2007), and 
employee stress (Golden and Powell 2000).  Further, through repetitive and self-reinforcing 
bricolage-driven exploration processes, the number of perceived possible opportunities and 
resource combinations may continue to increase dramatically, thereby exacerbating problems 
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of bounded rationality (March, 1978; Simon,1957; Simon 1985), causing those engaged in 
bricolage to overestimate their limited capability to process and combine the flood of 
information relating to resources, resource combination, opportunity and environment in a 
meaningful way (Thagard, 2005).   
 One way that firms may counteract the self-reinforcing cycles of bricolage and the 
confusion that can be generated as a result is to balance the uncertainty and fluidity of 
bricolage with certainty and stability in other activities. More specifically, we argue that 
firms which use bricolage to overcome resource constraints, but create stability in what they 
sell, who they sell it to, how they market and how they make it will benefit more than firms 
that combine the uncertainty and experimentation of bricolage with instability in these other 
strategic areas.  
Research suggests high levels of innovativeness often require larger resource 
commitments (Green et al., 2003), which young firms engaging in bricolage are unlikely to 
possess. In addition, innovation can create disruptions and uncertainty in either established or 
young firms. A second way that firms can create stability in some parts of their operation in 
order to offset the uncertainty and experimentation of bricolage is engaging in only low levels 
of innovation in areas such as products, manufacturing and marketing.  
We therefore hypothesize, 
 
H2 Young firms that combine bricolage with high levels of strategic change will attain lower 
firm performance. 
 
H3 Young firms combine bricolage behaviors with high innovativeness will attain lower firm 
performance. 
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METHOD 
Sample and Data  
 
The data for this research was drawn from the CAUSEE project, a 4-year longitudinal 
study that evaluates firm emergence (Davidsson, Steffens, Gordon, & Reynolds, 2008) 
administered through telephone surveys. This study builds on the general empirical approach, 
some contents and lessons learned from the Panel Study of Entrepreneurial Dynamics 
(PSED) studies in the US (Gartner, Shaver, Carter, & Reynolds, 2004; Reynolds & Curtin, 
2008).   
In the CAUSEE main study, 30,105 adults (with equal male/female representation) 
from randomly selected households completed a screening interview for eligibility. Unike the 
PSED, CAUSEE follows not only nascent firms (NF) but also Young Firms (YF). We 
concentrate on the latter in this paper. The usual PSED screening questions were used:  
1.  Are you, alone or with others, currently trying to start a new business, including any self-
employment or selling any goods or services to others? 
2.  Are you, alone or with others, currently trying to start a new business or a new venture for 
your employer, an effort that is part of your normal work? 
3.  Are you, alone or with others currently the owner of a business you help manage, including 
self-employment or selling any goods or services to others? 
Those responding affirmatively to either or both of the first two questions were 
treated as potential NF whereas those affirming the third item were treated as suspected YF. 
Either way, if additional screening items confirmed the firm regularly had sales that exceeded 
revenue it was considered over qualified as NF.  
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If the case confirmed that they started “trading in the market doing the type of 
business you are currently doing” in 2004 or later (meaning they had been in operation for 
less than 4 years) they were included as YF. An additional criterion for inclusion was that the 
respondent was a (part) owner of the firm. 
This process yielded 1,011 Young Firms (3.6%). These were directed to the full 
length interview (40-60 minutes) either directly following the screener or later by 
appointment. The full length interviews were completed by 561 YF cases (representing 
response rates of 50.8% of eligible cases identified in the screener) that are used in our 
analyses. 
 
As CAUSEE is a 4 year longitudinal survey it enables us to study young firm 
development as it happens. This paper however analyses data from the first two waves of 
these four years.  Additional longitudinal analysis is expected in future research to evaluate 
bricolage processes and firm performance over time. 
Bricolage Measure 
We used a newly developed bricolage instrument and scale to measure bricolage. As a 
new instrument, this required extensive development based on prior grounded research and 
the multidimensional Baker and Nelson (2005) definition.   Its development followed 
standard protocols for scale development (Brown, Davidsson & Wiklund, 2001; DeVellis, 
2003).  
One key challenge was the need to design the construct to enable its applicability 
across multiple industries and its use in heterogeneous firms and stages of firm growth.  We 
began by writing a large number of items based on the literature. We then reduced the 
number of items through a variety of processes, including review by other scholars familiar 
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with the entrepreneurship and bricolage literatures and by two rounds of pilot testing using a 
questionnaire.   
After extensive pretesting and screening 9 items were developed to tap each element 
of the Baker and Nelson’s (2005: 333) definition of the bricolage:  “making do by applying 
combinations of the resources at hand to new problems and opportunities.” In the questions 
we used a response scale where 1 means “never” and 5 means “always” (rather than levels of 
agreement) in order to reflect the behavioral nature of the phenomenon. After initial tests we 
decided to drop one item due to a negative inter-item correlation in one sub-sample as well as 
conceptual concerns regarding details of the item wording. The remaining 8 items yield a 
single factor in an exploratory factor analysis and a Cronbach alpha of .82. Table 1 displays a 
list of items, the final factor structure and reliability analysis for each scale. 
 
Firm Strategic Change Measure 
The firm strategic change measure was operationalised from the number of firm 
changes based on prior research of Brazeal and Herbert (1999), Smith and Miner (1983), and 
Ardichvili, Cardoza and Ray (2003).  These questions identify four categories of the firm 
change: 1) the products or services that the firm sells; 2) what customers the firm sells to, 3) 
the method for promoting or selling and 4) the method for producing or sourcing.  These 
where measured as number of changes, truncated at 5 per category.  A continuous variable 
was computed as the sum of changes across the 4 items to develop the overall firm change 
measure used in this research, which thus has a theoretical range from zero to 20. 
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Innovation Measure 
 
We used an elaboration of the scale developed by Dahlqvist (2007) to measure the 
innovativeness of the venture idea. Novelty was assessed in terms of (1) product/service, (2) 
method of production, (3) method of promotion and (4) type target market/customers.   Each 
of these dimensions were assessed as a) no novelty; b) substantial improvement over 
alternatives existing in the served market; c) entirely new to the served market; d ) entirely 
new to the world (the wording was slightly different for the type of market/customer 
dimension but retained the four-level structure). Combining types and levels of newness we 
arrived at a summated, continuous scale with a theoretical range from 0-16.  
Note that our change and innovativeness measures build on a formative scale 
construction logic and that factor and Cronbach’s Alpha tests thus do not apply. That is, these 
scales consists of sub-dimensions that all contribute to the total but where there is no reason 
to assume a total, latent level of ‘change’ or innovation’ causes the variance in the indicators, 
and thus no reason to expect that these should necessarily be positively correlated 
(Mackenzie et al.,2005;Diamantopoulos and Winklhofer 2001).  
 
Performance Measures 
 
Following previous work examining new ventures  (Brush and Vanderwerf 1991) 
prior 12 months sales was used as our primary performance variable as it is relatively 
insensitive to capital intensity (Delmar, Davidsson et al. 2003).   To reduce skewness in the 
sales response, the data was categorised into 4 classes. 
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Controls 
We use three categories of control variables. The first category aims to capture the 
overall level of resources – time and money - that have been invested in the firm. Specific 
variables include amount of money invested by firm (log), time since the first business 
activity commenced, if the business is being run as a parallel firm i.e. running more than one 
firm at the same time. The second group of control variables aims to capture some of the 
heterogeneity concerning the ability the firm has to acquire and develop resources.  
We include three measures of the human capital of the start-up team: education 
(number of owners with a university degree); industry experience (number of years); 
management experience (number of years).  The third group of variables account for various 
characteristics. These include: team (versus solo dummy); spouse and other type of team 
(dummy); service (versus product dummy) and industry controls. Table 2 provides 
correlations and statistics on the variables. 
Results 
Table 2 presents the results of the moderated regression analyses for the bricolage - 
firm performance relationship. Hypothesis 1 stated bricolage has a positive effect on 
performance on young firms.  The results (Model 2) show bricolage has a significant positive 
relationship (β=0.140, p<0.05) to sales, supporting hypothesis 1.  
 
Hypothesis 2 proposed that new established firms that engaged in high levels of firm 
changes when combined with bricolage behaviours will attain lower firm performance 
(Model 4). Higher levels of firm change significantly weakens the relationship between 
bricolage and young firm sales (β=-0.039, p<0.05), thereby supporting Hypothesis 2 . Figure 
2A illustrates this relationship.   
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Hypothesis 3 proposed that young firms that combine bricolage behaviors with higher 
levels of innovation will attain lower firm performance.  Table 2 provides the results for the 
moderated regression (Model 6).   Hypothesis 3 was supported: innovativeness significantly 
moderates the bricolage- performance relationship (β=-0.115, p<0.05). Figure 2B illustrates 
this relationship.    Thus the positive effect of bricolage on venture performance (sales) 
becomes is stronger for firms based on less innovative offerings. 
 
DISCUSSION 
In this paper, we developed testable hypotheses from prior descriptive and inductive 
research on the behavior theory of entrepreneurial bricolage, and tested them using a new 
survey measure of bricolage and samples of nascent and young firms. As hypothesized, the 
main effect of bricolage on young firm performance was positive. Bricolage led to the higher 
reported sales for young firms.  Also as hypothesized, both firm changes and firm 
innovativeness moderated the bricolage-performance relationship in young firms.  
In general, our results are supportive of the general theoretical thrust of prior theory 
about bricolage, which we take to suggest that because most new organizations are resource-
constrained in important ways, resourceful behaviors – including bricolage – are likely to be 
play a key role in shaping entrepreneurial outcomes. Importantly, our results indicate and 
support the theme from prior research that entrepreneurial bricolage is neither all good nor all 
bad. To the extent that bricolage in the face of resource constraints is very common, we 
believe that understanding patterns and results of bricolage is a central theoretical and 
research frontier for entrepreneurship.  
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This research complements and also challenges the commonplace models of near 
resource-determinism that have dominated organizational research about entrepreneurship.   
Our work contributes in to the behavioral theory of bricolage in two main ways. First, the 
insights from which we developed our hypotheses can primarily from studies of highly 
resource-constrained firms, often in penurious environments. We extended the theory 
developed in prior studies to encompass firms in general and focused comparisons between 
different levels of bricolage among similarly-resourced firms. We tested this more general 
theory in a representative national sample of firms and found support. This greatly extends 
and provides an empirical foundation for the body of much narrower prior inductive studies 
of entrepreneurial bricolage. Second, while prior studies have noted that bricolage can have 
both positive and negative effects on firm performance, ours is the first empirical study to 
theorize and test some of the boundary conditions for the positive effects of bricolage. We 
theorized, in general, that high levels of bricolage create high levels of unpredictability and 
uncertainty in young firms and that if this is combined in parallel with other sources of 
unpredictability and uncertainty, it may become too difficult for firms to find strategic focus 
to exploit a limited number of opportunities.  
Our findings that changes in core elements of the business and degree of innovation 
reduce the positive effects of bricolage strongly support our general arguments about the 
challenges of maintaining strategic focus and identify two important boundary conditions for 
the behavioral theory of bricolage. Future research should continue to theorize and test 
boundary conditions related both to issues of strategic focus and to other factors.  
At the most general level, the body of work on bricolage, ours included, supports the 
notion that that within poorly understood bounds, what entrepreneurial firms do with the 
resources at hand may matter at least as much as what those resources are. Stated somewhat 
more strongly: resources are what entrepreneurs make of them.  
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Conclusion 
 
We believe that ours are the first systematic empirical tests evaluating bricolage and 
firm performance and the results underline the interconnectedness of innovativeness and 
bricolage on nascent firm performance.  Although our results have important implications for 
the further development of bricolage theory, we stress that these results represent only 
tentative first steps in providing a greater understanding of bricolage and its influence in 
venture creation and firm performance.  
 
As we continue our longitudinal study of bricolage, and also begin to examine our 
sub-sample of “high potential” firms, we will be able to develop and test much more nuanced 
theories of the interplay of bricolage behaviours, processes and outcomes.  Future research 
should also examine a more comprehensive range of outcomes including other elements of 
firm performance and other theoretically relevant contingencies such as, for example, the role 
of environmental dynamism.  Finally, the new measure of bricolage we have introduced 
provides an important tool for our own and other researchers’ continued investigations of 
entrepreneurial bricolage. 
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Table 1: Factor Results for Bricolage 
Factor
1
A: We are confident of our ability to find workable solutions to new challenges by using 
our existing resources. 0.492 0.438
B: We gladly take on a broader range of challenges than others with our resources would 
be able to. 0.601 0.550
C: We use any existing resource that seems useful to responding to a new problem or 
opportunity. 0.649 0.577
D: We deal with new challenges by applying a combination of our existing resources and 
other resources inexpensively available to us 0.677 0.601
E: When dealing with new problems or opportunities we take action by assuming that we 
will find a workable solution. 0.583 0.518
F: By combining our existing resources, we take on a surprising variety of new challenges 0.652 0.591
G: When we face new challenges we put together workable solutions from our existing 
resources. 0.621 0.557
H: We combine resources to accomplish new challenges that the resources weren’t 
originally intended to accomplish. 0.605 0.549
Eigenvalue 3.62
Cronbach α 0.82
% Cumulative Variance Explained 37.51
Corrected item-
total 
Correlation
Bricolage
Construct 
Grouping Survey Item
†
 
Note: † OK, does the following represent how you never, rarely, sometimes, often, or always go about doing things for your start-up? Firstly, … All responses 
were coded on a 5-point Scale from 1=Never, 3=Sometimes, to 5=Always. 
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Table 2 Correlations and Statistics 
               
 Mean St Dev (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) 
Bricolage 3.89 .68 1   
Firm Changes  (Av) .88 1.10 .166** 1  
Innovativeness 2.35 2.11 .253** .389** 1  
Number of Years 3.68 1.07 -.061 .119** -.044 1  
Team  Ownership (Dummy ) .46 .49 .117** .017 .090* .057 1  
Ownership Team Size 1.59 .79 .079 .008 .086* .028 .802** 1  
Home Based Business (Dummy) .69 .46 .028 -.090* -.053 -.025 -.165** -.227** 1  
Money Invested (Log) 3.93 1.57 .004 .083 .113* .044 .279** .232** -.177** 1  
Serial Entrepreneur .44 .49 .118** .116** .221** -.017 .181** .204** -.167** .125** 1  
Parallel Entrepreneur .22 .41 .101* .056 .128** -.031 .211** .298** -.207** .131** .317** 1  
HC: Education (Degree) 11.87 14.68 .026 .027 .058 -.037 .096* .173** -.089* .058 -.036 .010 1 
HC: Business Experience 10.21 12.45 .119** .088* .223** -.030 .211** .243** -.181** .143** .916** .341** -.031 1
HC: Management Experience 16.22 13.47 .122** .078 .078 .036 .313** .312** -.088* .171** .302** .160** .084* .330** 1
Retail/Hospitality .13 .33 -.052 .075 .007 -.085* .055 .032 -.207** .049 .026 .020 -.085* .021 .100 1
Consumer/Services .11 .31 .071 .061 .024 .002 -.088* -.062 .018 -.020 .004 -.026 -.064 .001 -.032 -.136** 1
Health/Education/Social Serv. .10 .30 -.021 -.032 .001 -.054 -.128** -.076 -.136** -.055* -.022 -.042 .168** -.039 -.044 -.131** -.120** 1
Mining/Manufacturing/Utilities .05 .22 .002 .040 .065 .025 .017 -.008 .024 .066 .026 -.014 -.030 .015 -.039 -.092* -.084* .081 1
Construction/Real Estate .14 .35 -.013 -.139** -.103* .053 .045 .045 .103* .013 .019 -.051 -.155** .011 -.049 -.159** -.145** -.139** -.098* 1
Communication/Transport .07 .25 .021 .014 .038 .045 -.037 .058 .075 -.037 .029 .008 .028 .052 -.056 -.104* -.095* -.092* -.064 -.111** 1
Consulting/Finance/Insurance .17 .38 .008 -.066 -.057 -.021 .010 .057 .045 -.118** -.12 .036 .218** .005 .105* -.177** -.161** -.155** -.109** -.188** -.123** 1
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Table 3 Regression Results 
 
Variables Model 1  Model 2  Model 3  Model 4  Model 5  Model 6 
 
Controls             
   Number of Years Active .059 (.047) .062 (.047) .055 (.048) .059 (.048) .061 (.047) .060 (.047) 
   Team /Solo (Dummy)  .191 (.183) .161 (.183) .169 (.184) .179 (.183) .156 (.183) .170 (.182) 
   Team Size .366** (.129) .377** (.129) .377** (.129) .367** (.129) .384** (.129) .362** (.128) 
   Home Business -.599*** (.115) -.613*** (.115) -.607*** (.115) -.604*** (.115) -.612*** (.115) -.588*** (.112) 
   Log Amount Invested .175*** (.033) .178*** (.033) .175***  (.033) .171*** (.033) .181*** (.033) .179*** (.033) 
   Serial Entrepreneur -.002 (.244) .015 (.243) .001 (.243) .002 (.242) .020 (.243) -.012 (.242) 
   Parallel (Running Concurrent Business) .002 (.128) -.010 (.128) -.013 (.128) -.030 (.128) -.005 (.128) .000 (.127) 
   Human Capital Education (Degree) .003 (.004) .003 (.004) .003 (.004) .004 (.004) .004 (.004) .003 (.004) 
   Human Capital- Business Experience -.001 (.010) -.003 (.010) -.002 (.010) -.002 (.010) -.002 (.010) -.001 (.010) 
   Human Capital- Management  Experience .001 (.004) .001 (.004) .001 (.004) .001 (.004) .001 (.004) .002 (.004) 
   Retail/Hospitality .037 (.177) .036 (.177) .021 (.177) .036 (.177) .043 (.177) .032 (.175) 
   Consumer/Services -.145 (.180) -.175 (.180) -.174 (.180) -.139 (.180) -.181 (.180) -.188 (.178) 
  Health/Education/Social Services -.229 (.198) -.238 (.198) -.219 (.199) -.196 (.198) -.249 (.198) -.250 (.196) 
  Mining/Manufacturing/Utilities -.114 (.238) -.124 (.237) -.130 (.237) -.121 (.236) -.103 (.237) -.131 (.234) 
  Construction/Real Estate .338* (.170) .326 * (.169) .343 * (.170) .370* (.170) .311 (.170) .356 (.159) 
  Communication/Transport -.135 (.236) -.150 (.236) -.152 (.236) -.121 (.235) -.143 (.236) -.143 (.236) 
  Consulting/Finance/Insurance .361* (.160) .365* (.160) .371* (.160) .382* (.159) .350* (.160) .350 (.160) 
Main Effect              
Bricolage   .140** (.078) .130* (.079) .114† (.079) .157** (.080) .135* (.080) 
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Table 3 Regression Results Continued           
Moderating Effects             
Firm Change     .046 (.047) -.078† (.049)     
Innovativeness          -.115 (.099) -.092 (.098) 
Interaction Effect             
Bricolage*Change       -.039*** (.018)     
Bricolage*Innovativeness           -.092** (.034) 
Model Statistics             
R2 .301  .305  .305  .312  .306  .318  
F Value  10.500***  10.155***  9.669***  9.503***  9.701***  9.726***  
Change R2   .004  .000  .006  .001  .012  
Change F   .345**  0.486  .166  0.032  .025***  
†P0.10  *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001. (two-tailed), with directional hypothesis entry (one tailed).N=561; unstandardized coefficients are 
reported; standard errors in parentheses. 
AOM Su
 
 
Figure 2
 
 
Figure 2
1.
2.
3.
Sa
le
s (
12
 m
ot
nh
s)
 
1
2
3
Sa
le
s (
12
 m
ot
nh
s)
 
bmission 14
A Modera
B Moderat
1
5
2
5
3
5
4
1
.5
2
.5
3
.5
4
444 
tion Firm C
ion Innova
-1 S.D.
-1 S.D.
hange and 
tiveness an
Bricolage
Bricolage
Bricolage a
d Bricolage
nd 12 Mon
 and 12 Mo
+1 S.D.
+1 S.D.
th Sales  
nth Sales
 
 
20 
AOM Submission 14444 
21 
 
References 
 
Aldrich, H. E. (1999). Organizations Evolving. Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications. 
Ardichvili, A., Cardoza, R., & Ray, S. (2003). A theory of entrepreneurial opportunity identification 
and development. Journal of Business Venturing, 18(1), 105-123. 
Baker, T., & Nelson, R. E. (2005). Creating something from Nothing:  Resource Construction 
through Entrepreneurial Bricolage. Administrative Science Quarterly 50(3), 329-366. 
Baker, T., Miner, A. & Easley, D. (2003). "Improvising firms:  bricolage, account giving and 
improvisational competency in the founding process." Research Policy, 32(2), 255-276. 
Bhidé, A. V. & Stevenson, H. (1999). Attracting Stakeholders. In W. Salman & H. Stevenson (Eds.), 
The Entrepreneurial Venture Boston, Massachusetts: Harvard Business School Publications. 
Bourgeois, L. J., & Eisenhardt, K. M. (1988). Strategic Decision Processes in High Velocity 
Environments: Four Cases in the Microcomputer Industry. Management Science, 34(7), 816-
835. 
Brown, S.L., & Eisenhardt, K.M. (1997).  The art of continuous change:  Linking complexity theory 
and time-paced evolution in relentlessly shifting organizations. Administrative Science 
Quarterly, 42 (1), 1-34. 
Brown, T., Davidsson, P., & Wiklund, J. (2001). An operationalization of Stevenson's 
conceptualization of entrepreneurship as opportunity-based firm behavior. Strategic 
Management Journal, 22(10), 953-968. 
Brüderl, J., Preisendorfer, P., & Ziegler, R. (1992).  Survival Chances of Newly Founded Business 
Organizations.  American Sociological Review, 57 (2), 227-242. 
Brush, C.G., Greene, P.G., & Hart, M.M. (2001).  From initial idea to unique advantage:  the 
entrepreneurial challenge of constructing a resource base.  Academy of Management 
Executive, 15 (1), 64-80. 
AOM Submission 14444 
22 
 
Brush, C.G., Carter, N., Gatewood, E., Greene, P.,  & Hart, M. (2006). The use of bootstrapping by 
women entrepreneurs in positioning for growth. Venture Capital, 8(1), 15-31. 
Brush, C.G & Vanderwerf, P.A. (1990). Measuring performance of new ventures Proceedings from 
Babson Entrepreneurship Conference, Wellesley, MA.  
Brush, C.G. & Vanderwerf, P.A. (1992). A comparison of methods and sources for obtaining 
estimates of new venture performance.  Journal of Business Venturing , 7(2), 157-170. 
Ciborra, C. U. (2002). The labyrinths of information. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Dahlqvist, J. (2007). Measuring the market newness of new ventures. In J. Dahlqvist (Ed.), Assesing 
new economic activity: Jonkoping International Business school, Jonkoping University. 
Davidsson, P., Steffens, P. R., Gordon, S. R., & Reynolds, P. (2008). Anatomy of New Business 
Activity in Australia: Some Early Observations from the CAUSEE Project . School of 
Management, Faculty of Business, QUT. 
Delmar, F., Davidsson, P. & Gartner, W.B. (2003). Arriving at the High-Growth Firm. Journal of 
Business Venturing, 18(2), 189-216. 
DeVellis, R. F. (2003). Scale development: Theory and Applications (2nd Ed). Thousand Oaks, CA: 
Sage Publications. 
Diamantopoulos, A., & Winklhofer, H.M. (2001).  Index Construction with Formative Indicators: An 
Alternative to Scale Development. Journal of Marketing Research, 38(2), 259-277. 
Gallo, M. & Gardiner, P.D. ( 2007 ). Triggers for a flexible approach to project management within 
UK financial services. International Journal of Project Management, 25 (5),446–456. 
Gartner, W. B., Shaver, K. G., Carter, N. M., & Reynolds, P. D. (2004). Handbook of 
Entrepreneurial Dynamics: The Process of Business Creation. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
Garud, R., & Karnoe, P. (2003). Bricolage versus breakthrough: distributed and embedded agency in 
technology entrepreneurship. Research Policy 32(2), 277–300. 
AOM Submission 14444 
23 
 
Golden, W. &  Powell, P. (2000). Towards a definition of flexibility: in search of the Holy Grail? 
Omega, 28 (4), 373-384. 
Green, S. G., Welsh, M. A., & Dehler, G. E. (2003). Advocacy, performance and threshold 
influences on the decision to terminate new product development. Academy of Management 
Journal, 46(4), 419-434. 
Hatton, E. (1989). Lévi-Strauss’s bricolage and theorizing teachers’ work. Anthropology and 
Education Quarterly, 20(2), 74-96. 
Ireland, R. D., & Webb, J.W. (2007).  Strategic Entrepreneurship: Creating competitive advantage 
through streams of innovation. Business Horizons, 50(1), 49-59. 
Lanzara, G. F. (1999). Between transient constructs and persistant structures:  Designing systems in 
action. Journal of Strategic Information Systems ,8(4), 331-349. 
Levi-Strauss, C. (1967). The Savage Mind. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
MacKenzie, S. B., Podsakoff, P. M., & Jarvis, C. B. (2005). The Problem of Measurement Model 
Misspecification in Behavioral and Organizational Research and Some Recommended 
Solutions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90(4), 710-730. 
March, J.G, & Simon, H. (1958). Organizations. New York: John Wiley. 
March, J.G. (1978). Bounded rationality, ambiguity, and the engineering of choice. The Bell Journal 
of Economics 9, (2), 587–608.Organization Science, 2 (1), 71-87. 
Miles, R.E., & Snow, C.C. (1984). Designing Strategic Human Resources Systems. Organizational 
Dynamics, 13(1), 36-52. 
Penrose, E. (1959). The Theory of the Growth of the Firm. Oxford, Oxford University Press. 
Reynolds, P. D., & Curtin, R. T. (2008). Business Creation in the United States: Panel Study of 
Entrepreneurial Dynamics II Initial Assessment. Foundations and Trends in 
Entrepreneurship, 4(3), 155-307. 
AOM Submission 14444 
24 
 
Rice, R., & Rogers, E. (1980). Reinvention in the Innovation Process. Knowledge: Creation, 
Diffusion,Utilization. Science Communication, 1(4), 499-514. 
Shepherd, D. A., Douglas, E. J., & Shanley, M. (2000). New venture survival: Ignorance, external 
shocks, and risk reduction strategies. Journal of Business Venturing, 15(5-6), 393-410. 
Simon, H.A., (1957). Administrative Behaviour. New York: MacMillan. 
Simon, H.A. (1982). What we know about the creative process. In: Kuhn, R.L. (Ed.), Frontiers in 
Creative and Innovation Management. Cambridge, MA :Ballinger. 
Smallbone, D. and F. Welter (2001). "The Disinctiveness of Entrepreneurship in Transition 
Economies." Small Business Economics. 16(4), 249-262. 
Stark, D. C. (1996). "Recombinant property in East European capitalism." American Journal of 
Sociology, 101(4), 993-1027. 
Stinchcombe, A.L. (1965).  Social structure and organizations in J.G. March (ed.), Handbook of 
Organizations. Chicago Il.: Rand McNally. 
Smith, N. R. & Miner, J.B. (1983). Type of entrepreneur, type of firm, and managerial motivation: 
Implications for organizational life cycle theory, Strategic Management Journal, 4(4), 1983, 
325-340.  
Thagard, P. (2005). Mind: Introduction to Cognitive Science. (2nd ed.) Boston, MA:MIT Press.  
Wiklund, J., Baker, T., & Shepherd, D. (2009). The age-effect of financial indicators as buffers 
against the liability of newness, Journal of Business Venturing, Forthcoming. 
Wong, P. W., Ho, Y. P., & Autio, E. (2005). Entrepreneurship, innovation and economic growth: 
Evidence from GEM data. Small Business Economics, 24 (3), 335-350. 
 
